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ESSA Technologies Ltd.

#300 ~ 1765 West 8™ Avenue
Vancouver, BC, Canada V6J 5C6
Phane: (604) 733-2096

Fax: (604) 733-4857

To: Dan Ray From: David Mamorek
Organization: CALFED Bay-Dalta Program ESSA reforance: Bag122
Fax; (916) 651-8486 Date; May 10, 2002
Phane. (916) 653-N198 Numbher of pagas
ce: including this Rage:  Number of pages in fax
Mr. Dan Ray,
CALFED Bay-Dela Program,
1416 9% Street, Suite 630
Sacramento CA 85814
Dear Mr. Ray:

RE: PSP Review #67: Adding Rigor 10 the CALFED Concept of Adaptive Management:
Application of the Clear Creek Decision Analysis and Adaptive Management Model
(CCDAM) 1o Tributary Restoration (ESSA Technologies Ltd. and Stillwater Sciences)

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to CALFED’s review of the above proposal, and for the time spent in
Teviewing our proposal, We submit the following short comments with the request that portions of this proposal
be reconsidered by CALFED for Direct Action funding,

Ini the first part of this letter we address the concetns rajsed by both regional and scientific reviewers. These
concerms are important, but are straightforward to overcome. We believe that the significant demonstrable
accomplishments made on this project’s two earlier phases merit a completion phase. In the second section, we
provide a specific suggestion to fund the first two years of the propesed work. This maintains the overall foeus
and thrust of the proposal, which all reviewers appeared 1o endorse, and allows phase 3 to move ahead ta
provide proper application of the model and dissemination of results. Here, consultations related to struenared
unplementation are held 10 a later phase or other Jocal processes once sufficient local support has been
achieved. CCDAM has strong suppert from the many ageneies, entities and external seientists involved in its
design. However, it is clear that the tool needs to be strengthened before all agencies are willing to use 1t to
45818t them in determining the most promising flow options. Should our request for Directed Action funding be
accepted, we would be pleased to submit a revised proposal according 10 CALFED's schedule, in Jate summer.
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1. Concerns and Responsas

The proposal recewved thres positive external scientific reviews (2 “excellenr”, 1 “good” rating) and an overafl
“Above Average” rating from the Research and Restoration Techpical Panel. However, the regional review
gave only a “low” ranking. We do not re-itcrate here the many positive comments in the reviews, but rather
focus on specific concerns, which are listed below.

1.1 Lack of detail on structural aspects of the model

In the 2002 PSP proposal, we chose to emphasize the averall conceptual model, the major hypotheses addressed
by the project, key uncertainties, and the applied decision making framework in which the 100! would be used 0
make real-world decisions. Tt was expressly becanse this project has invalved applied modeling across multiple
subsysterns (fish, channel dynamics, hydrology and dam operations, riparian, etc.) thar our proposal relied
heavily upon a reference to the model’s 96-page design document to provide structural details:

Alexander, C.A.D., D.R. Marmaorek, and C.N. Peters. 2000a. Clear Creck Decision Analysis and
Adaptive Management Model: Resulie of a Model Design Warkshop held January 241th-26th 2000, Draft
report prepared by ESSA Technologies Ltd., Vancouver, BC for CALFED Bay-Delta Program, 96 pp.

and appendices.
Note: Cui and Braudrick 2000 (hizp://www.essa com/parkermodeldoe. pdf), replaces section 4.2.9 in this
document.

This reference was cited 5 times in our proposal and hyperlinks provided to our web site were it could be
downloaded and viewed (in PSP standard pdf formar). Unformnarely it appears that soms reviewers did not
sxarmune this critical document. Many of the concerns raized by reviewers are answered in the Design
Document. We have enclosed (by courier) hard copies of the design document, the amendment by Cui and
Braudrick, and an overview presentation given on April 11%, 2002 in Redding to the Adaptive Management
Forum Scientific and Techniral Panel. The Panel conducted 3 review of the entire Clear Creek project,
including CCDAM,; their written review is currently being prepared.

1.1 The proposal is salmon-gentric

The objectives of this project were defined collaboratively during three well-attended multi-agency design and
review workshops, as well as numerous focused meetings with various local experts and agency representatives,
The prototype Clear Creck Decision Analysis and Adaptive Management (CCDAM) model includes
performanes measures and submaodels that explicitly address the critical ecosystem objectives: fish, power,
niparian, channel, flood control, costs (Alexander er al. 2000; cited above). The resulis of the model design
workshop’s seoping exercise best summarize this (Table 1 .1). (We note that Table 1.1. is not new information;
tis from the Design Document cited in our 2002 PSP proposal). Of course, as with any project, scoping
decisions must be made to keep the entire hody of work manageable and reasonable within funding/rime
constraimis (¢.g., nuiTient removal and water quality were not deemead central to making flow management
decisions when compared 1o elements bounded in). Both regional and rechnical reviewers agreed that the work

“will provide an overall inwegration of key system linkages for comparing the relative effectiveness of different
flow related restoration strategies” (p.4, p.6).
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1.2 The proposal is premature and would be more useful in 2-3 years

The Sacramento Regional Review suggested that the propased work is “premature” or “not ripe”, and that the
state of restoration efforts on Clear Creek is “new”. The Research and Reatoranion Technical Panel did not
share this concem, nor did the extemal scientific reviewers,

CCDAM is meant to help guide efforts in Clear Creek 1o define adaptive management experiments at various
scales, as well as 1o gnide critical rescarch and monitoring activities that affect flow decisions and their
consequences for various objectives. The model provides a quantitative integration of many different system
companents and objectives. It is impartant to do this work garly in a restoration project 1o be ahle to affact
planning decisions. Delaying work on CCDAM would lead 1o a greater fragmentation of research and
monitoring activities, and a lack of explieit consideration of tradeaffs among muliiple objectives.

The “newness” of the Clear Creek project was in fact a key reason why CALFED and local agency stakeholders
selected Clear Creek for directed funding during Phase 1. This work has been structured from the beginning to
help direct new and ongoing restoration and monitoring efforts. During the Phase 1 Case Study Selection
Meeting', participants agreed on a sef of eriteria for selectng a case study from these candidates. Of the 11
criteria used, eriterion #7 was:

“Is nor ‘tao far along’ in the finglization of decisions (i.e. flexibility 1o explore alternatives), but still has
4 pressing decision in the pipeline (i.e., is an imporiant issue with large patential ecological benefity)”

There was cansensus by participants that Clear Creek met this criteria. In addition, criterion #2 was, “Has o
reasanable amoun: of field information and analysis available Jar modeling” (p.2). Participants at this meeting
also agreed that, along with information and tesearch from other rclated systems, Clear Creek met this eriterion.

The “newness” of some of the issues we encountered during phase 2 required additional effort and cycling over
appropriate methods. In this sense, we believe we achicved several scientific and methodological advances
(particularly as related to sediment transport modeling).

1.3 How are pravious products from early project phases being used?

Extemal Scientific Reviewer #2 expressed a concern abour an absence of products from the first two years of
work and wondered whether there were exienuating circumstances affecting the project. It appeared at variops
places in this review that Reviewsr #2 thought we were applying only for Year 3 funding, rather than Years |
through 3 (e g. “Assuming we are entering the third year, 82% of the cost seems 1o have been expended.”
Acrually, none of these funds have been acquired or expended ). Ta be clear, our proposal was for three years of

fumding, to follow two years of existing work. None of the work outlined for Years | to 3 of the PSP proposal
have been initiated.

Antachment G of the 2002 PSP addressed the status of previous phases. Phase | involved model design, which
18 sumrmanzed in the Design Document referenced above in section 1.1, In Phase 2, we developed a working
prototype of the mode!, which was presented 1o local participants in July 2001. As explained on page 6 of onr

' The case study selection mewting was held November 15t and 2nd 1989 a e Resources Building, Sacramento
Caleoslgjua, and is summarized 1 Appendix A of Alexander er al. 2000z. Participants are listed in Table D.1 in 2002 PSP
proposal.
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PSP proposal (*Year 1), this prototype was only preliminary, and substantial improvements are required before
CCDAM can be used. Completing the prototype involved three iterations of sediment transport modeling, but
we finally converged t & very practical and defensible approach. The software was pravided 1o Mr. Terry Mills
of CALFED in Scptember 2001 (the project monitor af that time). Example results are included in the enclosed
presentation 1o the Adaptive Management Forum Scientific and Technical Panel. W are very confident in our
ability to generate the products outlined in Table C.3 of our proposal.

14  Relationships between ESSA and the local agencies

CCDAM was developed “from scrateh” based on the input from local agencies and entities, warking together
with outside experts. Participants ar our meetings are listed in Tables D.1, I.2. and D.3 of Attachment G of the
PSP proposal. The project involved a wide body of local agencies and stakehnlders, including:

the US Bureau of Reclamation (USBR);

Burcan of Land Management (BLM);

US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS);

Narional Marine Figheries Service (NMFS);

Natural Resowrces Conservation Service (NRCS);

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG);

California Department of Water Resources (CDWR); and

the Western Shasta Resource Conservation District (WSRCD).

We were swrprised to find the comment in the Sacramento Regional Review thar: “CDFG level of involvement
is lower than reflected in the proposal”. CDFG were present at al] three of the major workshops held for this
project, as we reported. Clearly however CDFG have some coneerns, which nced to be remedied through
greater interaction. In the workplan we have outlined how we would cotinue to build these relarionghips. In
light of the need to build comfort around both CCDAM and the consultative process we outlined, we think that
it would be wise to postpone Year 3 of the project (Consultations to Prepare for Structured Implementation),
until all of the local and regional agencies are comfortable with CCDAM. This ool (and the consultative
process in which it is used) are meant to aid local and regional decision making, not replace it. If CCDAM does
not include some of the ohjectives and performance measizes of concern 1o local agencies, then it should be
revised accordmgly (unless for some reason it doesn’t make sense 1o madel those issues).

1.8  Environmental compliance and permits

This was an oversight on our part, but one which can be casily remedied.

2 Proposed Revisions to Project Design

We believe that all of the Tasks outlined for Years 1 and 2 still make sense as outlined in the proposal. These
first two years involve a great deal of local stakeholder involvement in tool development, testing and
exploration. This will allow local agencies, as well as external scientists, 1o gain confidence with both CCDAM
and how it could be used to aid (not replace) decisions on flow management. As stated above, we feel hawever
that it would be wise 10 postpone the work in Year 3 under objective 4 (i-¢. Develop and facilitars a consensus-
based multi-stakehalder process for implementing the “most promising flows™). The process for making
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decisions on flows is a matter for local and regional agencies 1o decide. It is up to those agencies to determine
what decision making process should occur, and what role CCDAM might play within such a process. We
beheve that the work outlined in Years 1 and 2 provides a valuable opporfunity 1o explore how decision
analysis, adaptive management and models can be melded within 2 consultative process on watershed
restoration. At the end of that period, it is our sincere belief that this process, and the CCDAM 1wol, will have
gained the confidence of all local and regional entities, as well as cxternal scientists. The removal of Year 3
work would reduce the overall project budger by 20%.

3. Conciusion

We greatly appreciate the opportunity to respond to the CALFED reviews of our proposal, and thank the
reviewers for their time in reading and reflecting on both our original proposal, and this response. We believe
that the above responses deal with all of the major concerns raised by revicwers. With the recommended
improvements to our proposal, we would like to request that the project be reconsidered by CALFED for Direct
Action funding, Should this request be accepted, we would submit a revised proposal according to CALFED's
schedule, in late summer.

Yours truly,

Deeest Mot

David Marmorek
President
ESSA Technologies Lid.

Enclosures (sent by courier):
Alexander, C.A.D., DL.R. Marmorek, and C.N. Peters. 2000a. Clear Creek Decision Analysis and
Adaptive Management Model: Results of a Model Design Workshop held January 24th-26th 2000, Draft
report prepared by ESSA Technologies Lid., Vancouver, BC for CALFED Bay-Delta Program, 96 pp.

and appendices. hp:/Awww.essa com/clearcreckdem on pdf
Cui and Braudrick 2000 (hnp:/www essa com/narketmodeldoe pdf), replaces section 4.2.9 in this

document.

Clear Creek decision analysis and adapiive management model {CCDAM) Presentation given to
Adzptive Management Forum Scientific and Technical Panel on April 11%, 2002.
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